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Sir: 

The Examiner provided a Statement of Reasons for Allowance in the Office Action 
mailed on December 24, 2008, in which the Examiner indicated that claim 6 is allowed. In 
particular, the Examiner indicates that "[t]he reason claim 6 is allowed, but none of the other 
claims are allowed, is because claim 6 is directed to a control method, whereas the other claims 
are directed to apparatuses." The Examiner contends that "the KSR v. Teleflex argument made 
above could apply to apparatuses, but could not apply to methods." 

However, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's Statement is not an accurate 
quote with respect to the allowable features of the allowed claims, and instead, raises "possible 
misinterpretations, and possible estoppel effects" (MPEP 1302.04) and accordingly, should be 
disregarded. In the language of MPEP 1302.14 "care must be taken to ensure that such 
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reasons are accurate, precise, and do not place unwarranted interpretations, whether broad or 
narrow, upon the claims." 

In the present case, the Examiner's statement appears to imply that claim 6 is solely 
representative of the allowable subject matter since claim 6 is directed to a control method, 
whereas the other claims are not allowed because they are directed to apparatuses. However, 
contrary to the Examiner's statement, it is respectfully submitted that the allowable subject 
matter is not limited to the control method recited in claim 6, nor do each of the finally allowed 
claims require each and every feature recited in independent claim 6. For example, allowed 
claims 1-5 and 8-31 are directed to an inkjet printer head driving apparatus (or inkjet head 
driving unit) having one or more nozzles and heating elements, and do not recite the control 
method of independent claim 6. 

Therefore, contrary to the Examiner's statement, it is respectfully submitted that the 
claims speak for themselves as to what features are included therein and are their own best 
evidence as to the reasons for allowance of same, and are not constrained by any method or 
apparatus limitations as submitted by the Examiner in the Examiner's Reasons for Allowance. 

Thus, while perhaps being useful in understanding the invention, the Examiner's 
comments could lead to an unwarranted and unnecessary narrowing interpretation of the 
claims. Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the claims should not be interpreted based on 
the Examiner's statement. 
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